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Present: Scott Lanyon (chair), William Beeman, Ben Bornsztein, Dann Chapman, Randy Croce, 

Jennifer Fillo, Sophia Gladding, Frank Kulacki, Amy Lee, Theodor Litman, Rishabh 
Mishra, Benjamin Munson 

 
Absent:  Kathryn Brown, Arlene Carney, Carl Flink, Joseph Konstan, Karen Miksch, Joe Ritter, 

George Sell, James Wojtaszek 
 
Guests: Carolyn Chalmers (Office for Conflict Resolution), Jan Morse (Student Conflict 

Resolution Center) 
 
Other: Jon Steadland (Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) graduate education; (2) report from the Office for Conflict Resolution; (3) further 
discussion of summer benefits for 9-month appointees] 
 
 
1. Graduate Education 
 
 Professor Lanyon convened the meeting at 2:30 and began by recalling that last fall he had raised 
issues about graduate education and said he believed the Committee should talk about them over the next 
year or so.  As he has listened to discussions in the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) and elsewhere, 
he concluded that no one "owns" graduate education but many are concerned about it.  He said he would 
like a discussion today about how to strengthen the governance role in graduate education.  He noted two 
handouts, one a draft statement he had formulated earlier for Committee consideration and a draft 
proposal for an ad hoc committee on graduate education (and topics it might consider).  The draft 
statement may not be necessary now, in light of the proposal for the ad hoc committee; with respect to the 
latter, he talked to FCC chair Professor Kohlstedt and suggested such a committee, perhaps populated 
with representatives from senate committees and appointed jointly with the provost. 
 
 Professor Kulacki asked if the committee would be standing or ad hoc, serving at the pleasure of 
the provost.  That is up to the Committee to discuss, Professor Lanyon replied.  At first he had thought 
about a standing committee on graduate education but that proved not to be feasible, so the proposal now 
is for an ad hoc committee to exist for perhaps two years, appointed in concert with the provost.  The 
question is how best the governance system can take ownership of and focus on graduate education. 
 
 Professor Beeman said that the University has gone through the transition of a reduced Graduate 
School, with functions scattered to the colleges.  That was really rough and no one knew which way was 
up—and that is still true.  The Graduate School had a baroque system of graduate faculty categories, but 
no one seems to know what happened to them.  He said that he serves on five graduate examining 
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committees and has to be retrained for each one to learn the rules because nothing is uniform any more.  
Departments are making up rules and ginning up forms—all are scurrying to create documents and 
establish authority.  There needs to be some set of uniform principles across the board. 
 
 That is one reason he brought up the subject, Professor Lanyon said.  There are still rough aspects 
to the transition but he would say that the governance system should have been more involved because 
graduate education is so central to what the University does.  It needs an external voice. 
 
  Professor Bornsztein said that it is necessary to start with an assessment of the situation, the 
governance committees involved, the effect of recent policy changes on performance (i.e. graduation 
rates), and the consolidation of policies referring to graduate education.  
 
 Ms. Fillo said the Committee also needs to keep in mind the question of whether people coming 
out of graduate programs are competitive in the market.  Measurement is not just about graduating people 
and funding, it is also a question of whether graduates can get jobs that they want. 
 
 Professor Beeman said that there are factors that delay graduation that are not educational.  Some 
graduate students are desperately afraid they will lose health insurance so they continue to register.  One 
hopes that will change with the Affordable Care Act, but the circumstances do affect graduation rates.  
The Graduate School surveyed graduation rates across departments, struck an average, and tried to use a 
one-size-fits-all metric:  If a department was below the average, it was good, and if above it, it was bad.  
Fields are very different; in his field the average is 8 years because students must write a book in order to 
graduate.  In other fields perhaps they need to write an article, in others they may need to obtain a 
postdoc.  The idea of graduation rates for the Ph.D. is deceptive. 
 
 Professor Munson agreed that there have been some glitches in the transition and that the subject 
is worth discussion.  But like sequestration and gay marriage, the predictions were that everything would 
crash—but that didn't happen and things have gone reasonably smoothly.  The additional flexibility for 
departments has been great; the big problem is the lack of centralized funding for fellowships. 
 
 Professor Lanyon said Professor Munson's last point was important.  Whenever faculty members 
talk about graduate education, they talk about changes and the transition, which do have issues, but there 
were too few dollars before all the changes, too.  It is very important for faculty governance to focus on 
the future of graduate education not to concentrate solely on the costs and benefits of the recent transition 
in graduate school administration.  Discussion must focus on  the fact that the University has not invested 
enough in graduate education—which is why it is key to get governance more involved.  He said he 
would argue that the future of the University is tightly tied to the future of graduate education.    
 
 Professor Kulacki said the Committee should recall that the State of Minnesota will not pay 
directly for graduate education, so the business model that has developed at most research universities is 
to use contract and grant monies for direct graduate students support, indirect cost flow-back to 
departments, and contributions for restricted and general scholarship funds.  If that model is not to 
change, the current situation should be left to evolve.  He further noted change will necessarily require a 
careful look at the size and scope of the University's graduate programs.  Professor Beeman said that in 
CLA, graduate students are supported primarily by tuition revenues.  He said, apropos of the draft 
questions for an ad hoc committee, there is a lack of awareness of the inextricable tie between 
undergraduate enrollment and support for graduate programs.  That is less crucial in CSE than in CLA.  
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Professor Kulacki said there are college funds available for TAs in CSE that can be used in response to 
enrollment patterns in courses. 
 
 It is important to keep in mind the tie between graduate education and the rest of the University, 
Ms. Fillo said.  Some departments would crumble without TAs because they could not deliver their 
courses.  It is not just that tuition revenues support graduate students, it is also the question of whether 
departments can support their classes without graduate students. 
 
 Professor Kulacki said the reality is that the University must make decisions about the size and 
scope of all its colleges, it cannot just keep expanding in all directions. 
 
 Professor Bornsztein asked where the data and information are, in addition to the anecdotes and 
personal opinions.  What are the three major problems that the ad hoc committee would be trying to fix?  
Where are the data about graduation, affordability, placement, lack of clarity in policy, competition, etc.?  
Professor Lanyon said the process is at the point where faculty members are raising concerns; the ad hoc 
committee can identify the primary ones and then request the data.  It was interesting to hear, when FCC 
met with various groups of faculty, that graduate education invariably came up as the top concern; people 
may not have had data, but that is why there is a need to do something more formal.  The ad hoc 
committee can ask for data, and when a governance committee requests data or information, the 
administration is very good about responding. 
 
 One item he hears about, Professor Beeman said, is competition in recruiting high-quality 
graduate students, and it comes down to money.  Wisconsin, for example, has twice the amount of 
fellowship money that Minnesota does, and departments cannot compete without offering five years of 
support.  He said he cannot accept the proposition that the University will never be able to compete with 
the private institutions and that it must relegate itself to second-rate status.  The University's reputation as 
a major research university is on the line, so in some departments they recruit very selectively, seeking 
students who can only do research with faculty members at Minnesota—and even that isn't always 
successful.   
 
 Professor Lanyon said his department does the same:  It makes five-year commitments but has no 
idea where the money will come from.  But it is a contractual obligation on the part of the University, 
Professor Beeman said, and then the college cuts department budgets, which makes them crazy.  Ms. Fillo 
reported that students ahead of her in the program received 6-7 years of support; she has been told that her 
support will be cut off. 
 
 Professor Lanyon said that apropos of Professor Bornsztein's comment, questions/issues the ad 
hoc committee might focus on are these: 
 
-- the University must be competitive with peers in the offers it makes to graduate students; 
--  faculty/scholarly productivity is directly tied to the quality and number of graduate students, 

which varies by program; 
-- in some departments, faculty tenure can be tied to graduate students, because if the faculty 

member is unable to attract graduate students, that can be a question when someone comes up for 
tenure, and the failure to recruit good graduate students leads to a weaker graduate program; 

-- although it may be an uncomfortable conversation, there needs to be consideration of the diverse 
roles that graduate students play; some are mentored for careers but others are primarily 
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employees hired to teach; the situations have evolved through history and it is time for a faculty 
discussion about them; and 

-- how to right-size graduate education. 
 
Business models do matter, and must enter into any discussion of graduate education, Professor Lanyon 
added, but the faculty must also say what size graduate program is necessary for it to be successful.  
Professor Kulacki said that in comparisons to the environment, the University may decide that some 
programs will not go forward—but it takes 4-7 years to close a graduate program and get all the students 
graduated. 
 
 Something else that other schools offer, which makes them more competitive, is that first-year 
graduate students are not required to teach, Professor Beeman said.  That approach is also pedagogically 
sound because the first year of graduate education is a shock in both intellectual and psychic terms.  
Students perceive that difference in offers.  Professor Kulacki said a department head must make a 
Faustian bargain:  He or she has only so much money and can hire faculty members or graduate students 
to meet teaching demands.  Departments require graduate students to teach early in their career because 
they have fewer tenured and tenure-track faculty and must rely on these 5-7-year "adjuncts." 
 
 Professor Lanyon inquired what the Committee wished to recommend to FCC in terms of the 
structure of the ad hoc committee.  What should be the role of faculty governance in graduate education?  
Professor Kulacki inquired to whom the ad hoc committee would report.  Professor Lanyon suggested 
primarily governance but should also have a line to the provost, and it would make recommendations to 
FCC and the Faculty Senate.  Mr. Croce agreed that the ad hoc committee should report to the Faculty 
Senate and should be driven by faculty concerns, but should it also have a dean and graduate students?   
Professor Kulacki suggested leaving deans off and letting the provost go to the deans and administrators 
with issues the ad hoc committee raises; he agreed with Professor Bornsztein that it should identify issues 
and gather data.  Professor Bornsztein suggested it be an inter-committee task force with a deadline and 
expected product—and urged that graduate student participation would be very important.  Mr. Croce 
suggested contacting the Council of Graduate Students. 
 
 Professor Beeman asked if this would be a committee in search of a problem.  He argued against 
creating a debating society to identify random concerns; there should be foci for its deliberations and a 
clear line of reporting—recommendations about something to someone.   
 
 Professor Lanyon said he would forward a set of recommendations to FCC based on this 
discussion.  Professor Lee suggested that the diversity of problems and challenges must be represented on 
the ad hoc committee. 
 
2. Report from the Office for Conflict Resolution 
 
 Professor Lanyon now welcomed Msses. Chalmers and Morse to the meeting. 
 
 Ms. Chalmers began by introducing herself; she is director of the Office for Conflict Resolution 
and comes to the Committee about once per year to provide an update on their experience with faculty 
concerns.  Theirs is a small office but they see it as one way to humanize the University and respond to 
faculty concerns. 
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 Last year they saw 30-40 faculty members on sustained matters, mostly tenured and tenure-track 
faculty, and the number of faculty members they see each year is fairly stable.  They see few contract 
faculty or teaching P&A staff. 
 
 They do their work in groups, or with individuals, or facilitate sessions in departments.  They 
respect the faculty member's wishes; the office is a mechanism to develop options.  Most faculty members 
want to deal with the problem on their own and use her office as a sounding board.  
 
 A petition is a formal written complaint alleging a violation of a University practice, policy, or 
rule.  Last year only two matters reached the stage of petitions, one of which was resolved and one of 
which is still in process.  
 
 The issues include common employment concerns, such as dissatisfaction with a raise or 
evaluation or the number of courses that must be taught, but increasingly there are complaints about a 
mismatch between the training the faculty member has had over the years and what the department needs 
going forward.  A faculty member may be told that what he or she has been doing for years does not need 
to be done any more.  Other issues include non-renewal of an administrative appointment (with the loss of 
salary augmentation and, perhaps loss of reputation and a sense of retaliation); climate issues, which can 
include doctrinal disagreements; and pressure for more teaching. 
 
 Ms. Chalmers reported that if there was any trend this year, it was that over 50% of the matters 
came from faculty members in the Academic Health Center, from various colleges, and there is one focus 
they congealed around:  the pressure to generate research or clinical revenue at a time when research 
funding is more difficult to obtain and there is more competition for clinical services.  Related to this is a 
perceived lack of transparency in how clinical revenues are distributed within AHC departments.  Faculty 
members who have traditionally viewed foundation funds as under their control have been informed that 
control has been reassigned to department heads, an issue that has been complicated by the merger of the 
Minnesota Medical Foundation and the University of Minnesota Foundation. 
 
 Their office has no authority to impose changes, Ms. Chalmers added, which can be frustrating, 
but faculty members appreciate the ability to talk confidentially about approaches they might take to their 
problems. 
 
 Professor Lanyon asked about the fact that most faculty members who come to her office are 
tenured or tenure-track.  Does that reflect where the conflicts are or that others are uncomfortable coming 
to her?  Ms. Chalmers said that tenured and tenure-track faculty have more job security, so may be less 
nervous about raising issues.  Is there a remedy for that reluctance by others, Professor Lanyon asked?  
There is a committee working on non-retaliation and educating University employees about non-
retaliation, Ms. Chalmers said, but it is a challenging task to help people feel comfortable about coming 
forward with complaints.  
 
 Professor Bornsztein said that with 40 cases, or "matters" as Ms. Chalmers describes them, only 
about 5% (2 of 40) led to petitions, one of which was settled.  So they have a 97.5% success rate in 
solving problems?  Ms. Chalmers said that would be an overstatement.  Some problems are solved, but 
others are dealt with in different ways.  Some people make an informed decision to live with the problem; 
some adopt a long-term strategy; and some are indecisive.  Is the acuity of the problem moderated by her 
office, Professor Bornsztein asked?  Generally it is, Ms. Chalmers said, but some are unhappy when the 
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office cannot fix the problem.  User satisfaction with her office, however, is high for faculty and other 
employee groups. 
 
 The second part of their report today, Ms. Chalmers continued, is to talk about the Workgroup on 
Academic Civility convened by Ms. Morse and the Student Conflict Resolution Center.  The workgroup 
has focused on improving graduate education by improving advising.  Ms. Morse reported that her office 
works with 600-700 students per year who have problems with the University; of those, about 200 are 
graduate or professional students. 
 
 About seven years ago they began to hear more and more about academic harassment, which they 
defined as offensive, hostile, or intimidating behavior which interfered with the students’ ability to work 
and learn, Ms. Morse reported, so they established the Academic Civility Work Group and developed 
strategies to address academic incivility.  They then decided to take it to the next level and provide help to 
graduate students through the improving and mentoring of graduate and professional students.  It turns 
out that the key is advising:  if a student has a strong adviser, the student will probably be OK even if they 
are experiencing academic harassment.   
 
 In the first survey they did, SCRC found that one-third of all graduate students had witnessed or 
experienced academic harassment, and one-half of that group thought about leaving the University as a 
result of harassment, Ms. Morse said.  Professor Lanyon asked if the harassment was from faculty or 
other students or both.  Both, Ms. Morse said.  The SCRC website has resources to address academic 
harassment http://www.sos.umn.edu/stafffaculty/academic_civility.html and improving advising and 
mentoring at: http://www.sos.umn.edu/students/advisingmentoring.html.  Related materials, SUCCESS 
for Faculty Mentors and Graduate/Professional Students, can be found at 
http://www.sos.umn.edu/students/SUCCESSMentors.pdf .  The material includes both a process to 
evaluate advising and improving it as well as an evaluation form for graduate students to evaluate 
advisers.  Ms. Chalmers said that these are offered as tools; there is nothing mandatory about them but 
departments can use them if they believe they would be helpful. 
 
 There are best and worst practices, an orientation planning guide, and recognition of outstanding 
advisers, Ms. Morse said.  They know that many faculty members spend hundreds of hours in the 
development of graduate students—and get very little recognition for the work.  Ms. Chalmers said the 
last point comes out during training programs they offer for faculty members; they often hear people say 
that they work hard with graduate students "but no one notices."   
 
 Professor Lanyon said he assumed that they look at who is coming to use their services; what do 
they do if they see a significant number of problems in one unit?  There should be feedback to the unit.  
Ms. Chalmers said that her office sees graduate students in their capacity as employees while Ms. Morse 
sees them in their capacity as students.  They realize that the two roles are linked and that graduate 
students are highly vulnerable.  Ms. Morse said that when she sees 3-4 students from the same area, she 
will contact the director of graduate studies, but in general the problems come from across many 
departments.  It is an important message to get out to the faculty, Professor Lanyon said, but it seems as 
though there may be situations where faculty or students may come to her from one unit, and it may be 
the culture of the unit—and a unit that isn't likely to pay attention to web materials designed to improve 
the culture.  Ms. Morse agreed and said that they do offer sessions with units, including role-playing—
and graduate students identify with the problems that the faculty do not understand exist. 
 

http://www.sos.umn.edu/stafffaculty/academic_civility.html
http://www.sos.umn.edu/students/advisingmentoring.html
http://www.sos.umn.edu/students/SUCCESSMentors.pdf
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 Professor Bornsztein noted that one factor to be used in evaluating the process and outcomes is 
"Number of students who graduate each year, noting PhD track students who 'master out.'"  He said it is 
useful to put the numbers in perspective.  They deal with about 200 graduate or professional students per 
year, out of how many on campus?  (About 12,000.)  And about 400 undergraduate students out of how 
many on campus?  (About 38,000.)  Ms. Morse agreed that the numbers are a small fraction of the total 
number of students, but most students go first to their adviser, or to One Stop, and spend many hours 
dealing with problems before they reach her office; they are the office of last resort.  Those who are stuck, 
Professor Lanyon commented. 
 
 Professor Munson reported that he was grievance officer for the Graduate School for a short 
period and encountered a very toxic case, one where the student probably should not have been admitted 
and after admission the sponsoring faculty member abandoned the student.  One issue is how to head this 
off at the pass so that departments do not admit students who do not fit with the department.  Ms. Morse 
agreed; she said their motto is "awareness, prevention, early intervention." 
 
 Professor Beeman asked how students find Ms. Morse's office.  All students receive an email 
message from her, Ms. Morse said, but students are mostly referred by other offices.  Professor Beeman 
surmised that most faculty members are not aware that her office is available.  Ms. Morse said that the 
faculty have just received a message from her and Ms. Chalmers.   
 
 Professor Bornsztein asked how many of the problems identified by the 600 students are 
resolved.  Ms. Morse her office takes the same approach as Ms. Chalmers:  they provide options and 
resources and the student decides how to go forward.  Students may hire an attorney; the number one 
comment they receive is that without her office, students would have hired an attorney.  They have a 95% 
satisfaction rate, according to client surveys. 
 
 Professor Beeman said that at least in other states with which he is familiar, one must exhaust 
internal remedies before a court will take up a matter.  Ms. Morse said that they offer voluntary and 
informal processes and serve as an Ombuds office.  No one can be required to use their services.  Ms. 
Chalmers said that there is some legal authority that for certain types of employment claims, one must 
exhaust the formal petition process through her office before seeking judicial review.  If the Committee 
has further questions it should contact the General Counsel's office. 
 
 If Ms. Morse's office cannot resolve a problem, do they refer it to the next level, Professor 
Beeman asked?  They do, Ms. Morse said, and they help advocates prepare a case for a panel, where 
needed.   
 
 Mr. Chapman asked if they survey departments and units involved in the cases as well as the 
employees who come to their office.  Ms. Chalmers said they survey the people who come to consult or 
file petitions and also write and request feedback from the administrators, managers, and human resource 
representatives who become involved in matters—all of which goes anonymously to the Chair of their 
Advisory Committee.  Ms. Morse said they do have a respondent survey that they ask people complete.   
 
 Ms. Chalmers said that when her office sees a number of issues coming from one unit, they will 
look for people in that unit who can be helpful and work with them—if that is acceptable to the employee 
presenting the concern.  They also help the faculty member identify the applicable University policies.  
These are done on a case-by-case basis. 
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 The Academic Civility Work Group has also developed a website called Working Better 
Together which includes all of the materials on the civility and advising initiatives, as well as current and 
interesting articles and media on how to work collaboratively.  The site address is wbt@umn.edu. 
 
 Professor Lanyon thanked Msses. Chalmers and Morse for their reports. 
 
3. Further Discussion of Summer Benefits for 9-Month Appointees 
 
 Mr. Chapman said that there were a couple of points from the last meeting that could be 
misleading or misunderstood that he wished to clarify. 
 
 There were questions about a maternity leave at the beginning and end of the summer, and he 
heard the impression that if one is an academic mother who gives birth at the end of spring semester, the 
paid leave continues into the summer.  That is not the case; the paid leave would cover only the remaining 
appointment time during spring semester.  In terms of the question about the academic mother who 
delivers just before the start of fall semester having no access to leave, that is also not the case.  The 
mother has a choice when to start the maternity leave (but it must start within six weeks of the birth), so if 
a mother gives birth within six weeks of the start of her appointment, she can delay the start of leave until 
the beginning of her appointment.   Where it is a little strange is if the birth occurs just before mid-July, 
the mother does not receive paid leave. 
 
 What about starting a leave in August, not paid, and extending it a few weeks into the 
appointment time, Professor Lanyon asked (so the part of the leave occurring during the appointment 
period would be paid).  Mr. Chapman said that does not work because one cannot take a leave when one 
is not working—one has to take a leave FROM something. 
 
 If the mother has an 11-month (A-term) appointment, she receives six weeks no matter when the 
birth occurs, Professor Beeman observed.  Mr. Chapman said that is correct, but said he was not making 
any judgment about the fairness of the policy.  The most logical approach, in his view, is that if a mother 
gives birth before the start of the appointment, one starts counting then and receives paid leave for the 
balance of the leave once the appointment starts.  That would seem equitable in comparison with the ways 
others are treated.  He noted that he was speaking about the case where the mother has a regular 9-month 
appointment, not about summer appointments. 
 
 Professor Lanyon said that the consistent signal is that the leave provisions apply to REGULAR 
appointments, not additional or temporary appointments, such as summer teaching.  That is correct, Mr. 
Chapman said.  He said he understands the perception that if someone (a mother) has been teaching 
summer classes for the last 10 years and expects to do so again, but delivers a baby in the summer, it is 
unfair that she does not receive paid leave in the summer.  But the fact is that she is not entitled to work in 
the summer and choosing not to work in the summer has no implications for her regular appointment.   
These are different cases, he concluded, that defy the categories of fair, apparently fair, and legal. 
 
 Mr. Croce said he believes that parental leaves should be longer but conceded that the 
University's policy is competitive in the market.  His main issue is that there not be incentives for the 
mother (or the father) to go back to work before it is good for the baby and mother.  For the sake of 
society and the University, if someone has been teaching summer session for a number of years and then 
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gives birth in the summer, she should not be forced to choose between teaching and staying home.  Mr. 
Chapman said he did not disagree in principle but that there are difficulties in implementation. 
 
 Professor Beeman said it will be interesting to ask the College of Design how it will handle these 
questions once it begins offering year-round courses.  Mr. Chapman agreed and said he did not know how 
they would work things out.  Professor Lanyon surmised that 9-month faculty members would have the 
option to shift which two semesters (out of three) they would teach—or, something for the Committee to 
be concerned about—faculty mothers would be ASKED to take off the semester she would have a baby if 
she told the college when she was due to give birth, rather than receiving paid leave.  Mr. Chapman 
commented that that is an interesting wrinkle and said that the policy language is not as clear as it should 
be but that there are people working on revising it.  The situation Professor Lanyon identified will need 
attention. 
 
 Professor Beeman said the Committee has had a good discussion, with all the wrinkles and 
permutations, and the intent is to avoid lawsuits and discrimination.  Mr. Chapman concurred.  His office 
is not responsible for leaves and does not administer them, so this has been a learning opportunity for 
him.  It became clear to him, as he delved into the matter, that the intent is that leaves be the same for all 
groups of employees.  To the extent these discussions can make leaves more understandable, it has value. 
 
 Professor Lanyon thanked Mr. Chapman for his comments and adjourned the meeting at 4:10. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
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